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Appendix “C” Public Comments and Responses 
 
 
1. Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, Subject: MDAQMD Notice to 

Comply 4421, 3M Scotchkote Spray System HSS-450, July 29, 2015.  (Attachments 
included in this letter have not been included but are available upon request.  
Attachments:  MDAQMD NTC; 3M Scotchkote Spray System HSS-450; SCAQMD 
Preliminary Draft Staff Report for Proposed Amended Rule 1107 – Coating of Metal 
Parts and Products, July 2012; SCAQMD Proposed Amended Rule 1107 – Coating of 
Metal Parts and Products; SCAQMD Rule 219 – Equipment Not Requiring a Written 
Permit Pursuant to Regulation II, Amended May 3, 2013. 

2. USEPA email, Subject: MDAQMD and AVAQMD Rules 219, January 22, 2016. 
3. USEPA email, Subject: MDAQMD Rule 219 Preliminary Draft, February 9, 2016 
4. MDAQMD email, Subject: Rule 219 – Steam Cleaners, May 5, 2016 
5. MWD email, Subject: Proposed Amendments to MDAQMD Rule 219, Questions re: 

Steam Cleaners and Plasma Arc Cutters, May 13, 2016. 
6. EPA email, Subject: Proposed Amendment of MDAQMD Rule 219 – Equipment Not 

Requiring a Permit, May 13, 2016. 
7. Lockheed Martin Aeronautics Company: Proposal to Amend Rule 219 – Equipment Not 

Requiring a Permit, May 19, 2016. 
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1.  Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
comment letter, July 29, 2015 
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1. Rule 219 is proposed for amendment to include SCAQMD Rule 219 transfer efficiency 
language.  Please refer to Rule 291 §(E)(13)(o).  Rule 1115 will be amended in a separate action. 
  

1.  District response to Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California comment 
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2.  USEPA email comment, January 22, 2016 

1 
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1. Please see Rule 219 §(D)(2)(b) for proposed updated language. 

2.  District response to USEPA email  



 

MDAQMD Rule 219 C-9 
Final Staff Report, 06/28/2016 

 

3.  USEPA email comment, February 9, 2016 

1 
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1. The District used language as suggested. 
 
 
 
  

3.  District response to email  
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4.  MDAQMD email comment, May 5, 2016 
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1. Diesel burner would not have been exempt and will continue to not be exempt. 
  

4.  District response to MWD email  
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5.  MWD email comment, May 13, 2016 

1 
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1. The District’s intent is to require permitting for significant sources of air pollution 
inadvertently exempted by current Rule 219, such as large boilers dedicated to steam cleaners 
and plasma arc cutters releasing non-negligible toxic air contaminants.  My current position is to 
not require permits for your identified small, low-use diesel steam cleaners (however, I 
recommend MWD maintain records of annual use to support the low-use claim).  With regards to 
plasma arc cutters the word alloy is not defined, and my recommendation is to not require 
permits for any plasma arc cutter without explicit knowledge of operation on stainless steel or 
other alloy whose cadmium, chromium, lead, manganese or nickel content at or above stainless 
steel levels (10% in the case of chromium).  Again, I recommend MWD maintain records of the 
nature of materials processed by plasma arc cutter to support exemption. 

   

5.  District response to MWD email  
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6.  EPA email comment, May 13, 2016 
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1. District Rule 219 was approved as part of the MDAQMD Title V program at 40 CFR, 
Appendix A, California (q)(2) (66 FR 63503, 12/17/01).  USEPA has consistently insisted that 
this approval renders these rules “federally enforceable” for purposes of citation and 
enforcement.  If this is no longer the case, the District requests to be informed immediately as a 
variety of rules will need to be SIP submitted and acted upon by USEPA in an expeditious 
manner. 

 
  

6.  District response to EPA email  
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7.  Lockheed comment, May 19, 2016 

1. 
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1. Industry provided comment on May 19 requesting that the welding exemption be facility-
based and directly reference Federal law; the District has reviewed this comment and believes 
the proposed equipment-based exemption is adequate. 
  

7.  District response to Lockheed comment 
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